Message

From: Azad, Ava [fO=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP
(FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=865AE307511F410E83D0A8570D5DF1DC-AZAD, AVA]

Sent: 4/10/2018 3:57:31 AM

To: Leff, Karin [Leff.Karin@epa.gov]; Muller, Marie [MULLER.MARIE@EPA.GOV]; Dalzell, Sally [Dalzell.Sally@epa.gov]

Subject: Hunter's Point - media responses

Attachments: EPA comments on draft Rad Data Eval Parcels B G Text 12-29-2019.pdf

Fyi

Ava Azad

Attorney-Advisor

Federal Facilities Enforcement Office, 2202H
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Pennsylvania Ave, NW MU 22814}
Washington, D.C. 20460

P. {202} 564-4473

F:{202) 501-0069

NOTICE: ENFORCEMENT CONFIDENTIAL AND/OR ATTORNEY CLIENT PRIVILEGED: DO NOT RELEASE UNDER FOIA: This
message Is being sent by or on behalf of an attorney. 1t is intended exclusively for the individual{s} or entity{s} to whom
or to which it is addressed. This communication may contain information that is proprietary, privileged, or confidential
or ptherwise legally exempt from disclosure. If you are not the named addressee, you are not authorized to read, print,
retain, copy, or disseminate this message or any part of it. If you have received this message in error, please notify the
sender immediately by email and delete all copies of the message.

From: Young, Dianna

Sent: Monday, April 09, 2018 9:17 PM

To: Leonard, Paul <leonard.paul@epa.gov>; Gervais, Gregory <Gervais.Gregory@epa.gov>
Cc: Azad, Ava <Azad.Ava@epa.gov>

Subject: Fw: media responses

From: Chesnutt, John

Sent: Monday, April 9, 2018 8:42 PM
To: Young, Dianna

Subject: FW: media responses

fyi

From: Chesnutt, John

Sent: Monday, April 09, 2018 5:31 PM

To: 'Brooks, George P CIV' <gegrge.brooks@navy.mil>; Robinson, Derek J CIV NAVFAC HQ, BRAC PMO
<darek robinsonl®navy.mi>: Frank, William <Frank. Willlam®epa.zov>; thomas macchiarella
(thomas.macchiarella@nave.mil) <thomas.macchiarella@onavy.mil>; juanita.bacey
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(Juanits Bacey@disc.oa.gov) <Juanits, Bacey@disc.os.gov>; Singh, Sheetal (CDPH-EMB)
<shastalsingh@cdph.ca.gov>: 'Naito, Janet@DTSC' <lanet Nalto@diso.ca.gov>
Subject: media responses

FYl. EPA received a number of press inquiries today in response to a Public Employees for Environmental
Responsibility press release that went out today, which reported on the difference between EPA/State and the
Navy’s percent data that was in guestion.

Below are our responses.

John

NBC Bay Area

Question: | was just sent the following press release regarding the EPA’s review of soil samples at
Hunters Point. The organization “PEER” reviewed EPA records and learned the EPA found between 90
and 97 percent of the samples at Parcels B and G reexamined by the agency are “neither reliable nor
defensible.” These percentages appear to be much higher than the Navy’'s percentages for Parcels B
and G. Can the EPA please help explain this discrepancy?

Response: Please see the attached report for EPA’s findings from our independent review of Parcels B
and G soil sample data. In regards to the discrepancy in the percentages, EPA’s assessment of the data
included looking more closely for signs of potential data quality problems in addition to signs of
potential falsification. For example, EPA recommended resampling when data were missing or when
different data collection methods did not produce consistent results. Please let us know if you have
any specific questions about the report.

EPA is pleased that the Navy will be resampling the impacted parcels and relying on these new data to
determine where additional cleanup may be needed. EPA’s input, which is based on our independent
review of the data, will help inform where the resampling will be done.

SF Examiner — Reporter said she had heard that EPA had released a report saying that contamination numbers
are higher than what Navy had previously reported.

Response: Please see attached for the report in question, which EPA sent to the Navy on December 29,
2017. The report shows EPA’s findings from our independent review of Parcels B and G soil sample
data; please let us know if you have any specific questions about the report.

In regards to the discrepancies in the percentages, EPA’s assessment of the data included looking more
closely for signs of potential data quality problems in addition to signs of potential falsification. For
example, EPA recommended resampling when data were missing or when different data collection
methods did not produce consistent results.

EPA is pleased that the Navy will be resampling the impacted parcels and relying on these new data to

determine where additional cleanup may be needed. EPA’s input, which is based on our independent
review of the data, will help inform where the resampling will be done.
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SF Business Times - Reporter said she had seen the PEER report saying that EPA documents show that soil
sample falsification is greater than previously reported. She is asking 1) if the documents in question are
official EPA documents, and 2) what happens next (eg, will we ask Navy to re-do all testing?)?

Response: Yes, the report in question is an official EPA document; please see attached for the full
report. The report shows EPA’s findings from our independent review of Parcels B and G soil sample
data; please let us know if you have any specific questions about the report.

In regards to the discrepancies in the percentages, EPA’s assessment of the data included looking more
closely for signs of potential data quality problems in addition to signs of potential falsification. For
example, EPA recommended resampling when data were missing or when different data collection
methods did not produce consistent results.

EPA is pleased that the Navy will be resampling the impacted parcels and relying on these new data to

determine where additional cleanup may be needed. EPA’s input, which is based on our independent
review of the data, will help inform where the resampling will be done.
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